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On behalf of interna!icnal Total Services. also kno ‘n as ITS, l would  Ike to preface My reTarks  ty
stating that GLI * COrrVany  JS in Complete and  Wtal  suIJport of a certification  process Tha?  said, : v;oultl {i+e
to take th:s  opportunity tg address our corce-ns  regarding the-applicabili!y  of the prcjpossci  certif’cation
p*ocCss  as ‘t pertains to OUT compa-y  specitic~rlly. 1 1
Our  concerns include: i ’

I
1. Loss of Contns.  Over Training Process ’
Il.
1’1.

Critical Delays  K Trainir\g  Due to Backgro?rnv  & Drug  Testing Resulrs
Pafiner vs. Secondary Recipient Role

IV. CET T&q 1II
v. ClariOcat:on  cn Disabilities and Civil Rights Categoies:
VI. Certification  Guidelines I
VII. Firancial  &Men

I
, i

I. Lass  of Control Over Training Prooeva
Because we frequ:ntly  operate in envirC;nnlents  shod of cxessay perconne!. w nesd to ce extremely
flcx!ble and aggressive in Ou:  scheduling bf tra’ning c!8sses Snd  testing sessions. lf we nscd to de:?y
such traicing and testing until an arrllne emolojte is pkent  ta oversee these sessions. it WIII  an+  create
rdd!tlonsl  employee shortages and delays on the chetkpoinIs

t
If. Critical Delays In Training Due to Bacwgrotkd & Drug Testing Results
In the current environment, ITS simultaneously obtain&  dccupen!a!ion  to verify background h!s[ones 3rd
dfug  testing results while the students are in the lnirial!3!3gts  of t?ining. The requirement that states tha:
no  treininq cxUd Se wMted  until ali backgro2nd  histories and &ug teslinS resuks are (zsmpleted’w:!l
inecita’sly lead to er.ormous  delays in the training procdss This element of the proposed certificatco2
~XXQSS  works in direct  opposirion  against CUT open :ri\ical nead to fill open Il~%s at the Ch?CkfXI;ll:.
Addrdonally,  it positior;s us In an “a: risk” environment qs it relates to cur ability to Wiil F?& mandates ES
they curteniiy stand.

111. Partner vs. Secondary Reclpiont Role l
17 a shared environment (accountcbility).  we heed  to bc!  considered, at tile very leas;, an cr;tial partner itl
this cetiification prowess. Tt4s means that companies lrka ITS need to rccerve  material airectly from  the
FM. versus berzg  !he recipient of selected or interpreted material from the airtires. It makes sense that
as the certificate holder. we would need t0 receive ~1:  info*mat!on  directly from t’7e FAA to avalc!
mkcommunication  or the accldental  ovcrslght  In iflfofrn$tion  trarsmissiorr

Along these same  lines, rt is also necessary that companies like ITS should be able to gain approval
directly from tne FAA for modifications td our traini!lg prcgrams. rather than having to obtain preliminary
apprcva’ from the airlines. Agal,?, as the cert6cate hclder, we may, In man)’  cases, be ab!e to mars
quickly -acognize what ‘s needed in terms of Impteaentati3n  as it relates tc fu’l ccmpfiance  with all FAA
mandates

IV. CBT Training
WW  we certain’y understand the requirements of the  Engilsh \sn$zage capability, a mere flex;ble
app’3ach is necassefy  to allow for a positive inhtnJi tCf!student Environment The approach offered by tr,j
NPRM cert;fkatior:  guldehnes  suggests that CUT WNM  be applicable in all c,ircumstanzes M8-y
Screeners have little to n0 experience With persona!  CO~putC!:s,  Incuding sell~or  ci:izef*s WFO  rr,abo up a
large percwtage  of ou work force. A ‘point-and-, Iw+K’en\+roqrntn!  could be difficult for many  emptcyess
who ot$erMe,  Under different testing circumstances, unbemand  ttie MatCriaUCOnk!nt  3f the res:lng
Addiborlally, many screeners may ?bt  have a level of fl~lancy In tee EngGsh  language  nxesaary tG
wc)czss  the st,anQard  SBT  forrrat,



l

V, Clarificationon Disabilities
ITS needs claril!cation on Disabilities Act and CM Rohts
categories So that we can of the 1) FAA, 2) DOT, &d
3) ADA On a ‘going forward” bask we would neecf  these  Federal Government entiks to work  closely
together to ensure that all training requirements ere fjasily u-derstood  Py providers to accom@ish  Ihe
following:

. guarantee that training programs can  be esigned,  !Implcmented,  and integrated with relative
speed;

. serve the full intent of the law.

VI. Certification Guidelines I

In that ITS 9WWS approximately 108  airports in the &ted Statqs, comprisng  approximately 80% of the
cummercla!  faciLtibs, we are VC~ concerned about the certification process in terms of s&-specific
enforcement. Additionally, in the rare instance when &c&if&on  might prove applicable, the re-
certification process muB!  be thoroughly and clearly explained.  Given these concerns, we ash the
following; I

. We  request !hat the FM provide  detailedfi.rlforma!icjrl  relative to their irternal  hierarchy to I)
facilitate the intent of the certification process and 2) clearly define the areas of responsibilrty.
This Could be accomplished via orgnniza&n  charts 9efinlng areas of direct responsibility.

. In view of the time constraints associated b-uith  the t&ing  requtrements  outlined in the
certification guidelines, we reqtiest tha! current employees be “grandfathered” into tl?elr
positions, rather than retrained under the fprmal  cet-&ation  guidelines for new emp’oyees

. if retention of a sarvice provider cer$ficate,iF  predMted on overall TIP petirmance,  defrniti\le
guidelines must be etiablishsd  oiior td imolementa~ of the program. This  will p*eclude  an
overly subjective approach to acceptable berforraxe.

VII. Financial Burden I
Given the precedent thzt has been set with regard to costs far trace detection equipment, and In view of
the $22-24 mil’ion previously stated as applicable to the certificafion process (TIPS), one question  w3gr.s
heavily:

. is it reasonable to expect that federal fundi;,  can be/an!icipated wiIh regard to futu’e  costs
associated with equipment upg%cfes~ 1

(n the absence Df federal assistance, it is felt that the financial mplications of the certification process
nay well deal a debilitating blow to aviation s&Mv as we know it,

)
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